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either (B) A's title is valid as against B but, by reason of the
failure to file the agreement or mortgage or otherwise, is itn-
peachable by third parties in certain circumstances;

or (C) A's title is strictly void, that is, as against anyone
A has ineffectually attempted to reserve a title or to obtain a
title by way of mortgage.

We further suppose, as under heading A, that the chattel
is removed by B to Y and that B there purports to sell, pledge
or mortgage it to C, who takes for value, in good faith and
without notice of A's title or B's want of title.

Subject to certain limitations to be mentioned presently, the
cases coming under heading B would appear to resemble the
cases coming under heading A rather than those coming under
heading C. That is to say, if under a conditional sale by A
to B or a chattel mortgage from B to A, A has a title good
inter paries and existing, though voidable, as against third
parties, it would seem to follow that A's title should be recog-
nized in Y, and that the consideration of the validity of any
subsequent transaction between B and C in Y should begin with
the lack of title of B. Broadly speaking therefore the con-
clusions reached in cases A(1), A (2), etc., should be applicable
to the parallel cases B(l), B(2), etc.

The generality of the foregoing statement must, however, be
somewhat modified when we consider exactly what is meant by
A's title being voidable by the law of X. If the law of X
makes A's title impeachable only by subsequent purchasers,
etc., in X, and his title has not in fact been impeached in X,
then it is right to say that the result of the subsequent transac-
tion in Y between B and C will be governed by the law of Y as
applied to a case which has as its starting point the validity of
A's title by the law of X. If, on the other hand, the law of
X makes A's title impeachable by subsequent purchasers, etc.,
anywhere, whether in X or elsewhere, then it may happen that
the subsequent transaction in Y is within the protection of the
law of X, that is, that.even by the law of X the subsequent
transaction gives a good title to C as against A. In this event,
if the question of the title arises in Y, the case would be free
from the difficulty of B's lack of title, and the effect of the
transaction between B and C would be governed by the ordin-
ary domestic law of Y, as applied to a case which has as its
starting point the validity of B's title. The case would in fact